


























































































































































































































































































































Size	of	Facility	(no.	of	beds)	 	 	 	
	 0	–	499		
500	–	999	
≥	1000	
60	(53%)	
44	(39%)	
10	(8%)	
16	(47%)	
13	(38%)	
5	(15%)	
44	(55%)	
31	(39%)	
5	(6%)	
*Percent	of	respondents	not	expected	to	add	to	100	because	respondents	were	permitted	to	select	
more	than	one	option	per	question	
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Table	2.	Survey	Respondents	Using	Precision	Dosing	Tools	(n	=	34)	
	 Percent	of	
Respondents	
Types	of	Precision	Dosing	Applications*	
Commercially	available	software	
Hospital	or	locally-derived	protocols	
Links	to	precision	dosing	websites	
	
12	(35%)	
26	(76%)	
8	(24%)	
Professions	Utilizing	Dosing	Tools*	
Pharmacists	
Physicians	
Advanced	Practice	Practitioners	
Not	specified	
	
31	(91%)	
21	(62%)	
17	(50%)	
3	(9%)	
Dosing	Tool	Capability*	
Automatic	
Built-in	Alert	
Link	to	External	Tool/Website	
	
18	(53%)	
13	(38%)	
3	(9%)	
Number	of	Medications	for	which	Dosing	Tools	are	Utilized	
None	Reported	
1	to	5	
6	to	10	
>10	
	
9	(26%)	
9	(26%)	
7	(21%)	
9	(26%)	
*Percent	of	respondents	not	expected	to	add	to	100	because	respondents	were	permitted	to	select	
more	than	one	option	per	question	
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Table	3.	Opinions	of	Survey	Respondents	without	Dosing	Tools	Available	(n=22)	
	 	 Percent	of	
Respondents*	
Barriers	to	Integrate	Dosing	Tools	into	the	EMR		 	
	 Current	EMR	unable	to	support	applications	
Available	clinical	decision	support	insufficient	for	practice	site	needs	
Providers	not	interested		
Provider	disagreement	regarding	clinical	utility	of	dosing	tools	
Cost	
Unknown	
Other	
23%	
14%	
14%	
9%	
27%	
36%	
14%	
Importance	of	EMR-Integrated	Dosing	Tools	 	
	 Moderately	to	Extremely			
Slightly	Important	
Not	at	all	Important	
59%	
36%	
5%	
*Percent	of	respondents	not	expected	to	add	to	100	because	respondents	were	permitted	to	select	
more	than	one	option	per	question	
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Figure	
Figure	1.	Consort	diagram	of	respondents	
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n=215 
Evaluable	Respondents 
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Excluded	Respondents 
Did	not	respond	to	primary	
question	of	interest 
n=101 
Precision	Dosing	Software	
Tools	Available 
n=34 
Precision	Dosing	Software	
Tools	Unavailable 
n=80 
Unanalyzed	Respondents 
Did	not	respond	to	opinion	and	
characteristic	questions	 
n=58 
Analyzed	Respondents	
Responded	to	opinion	and	
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